


3 Y \N)W{mx

WITLIAMS, U.S. District Judge:

Plaintiff Carlet DeEtta Ward, proceeding pro se, commenced this action on
December 16, 2021. (D.I. 1). Before the Court are Defendants’ motions to
dismiss. (D.L 21,25,29). Plaintiff has filed a response in opposition to one of
the motions, and the time to respond to the other two has passed. (D.I. 28).

Also before the Court is Plaintiff’s letter request for replevin. (D.I. 42).
L BACKGROUND

In the Complaint, which Plaintiff states is being brought under “Hate Crime
Statutes,” Plaintiff named as Defendants, as relevant, the Camden Police
Department and Town of Camden (the “Camden Defendants”); Harold K Brode
and Diane M Rager, both of whom Plaintiff identified as Kent County Levy Court
Register of Wills (the “Kent County Defendants”); and the law firm of Barros,
McNamara, Malkiewicz & Taylor (the “Law Firm Defendant”).! Plaintiff, who
states that she is “Bi-racial, being of African American and Native American
Indian heritage and descent,” (D.I. 1 at 4), alleges the following. Following the
death of Plaintiff’s mother in 2010 and her stepfather in April 2019, her parents’
estate was left to Plaintiff and her brother as beneficiaries. However, Plaintiff and

her brother were deprived of their parents’ home, located at 148 Vining Run in

! Plaintiff named several other defendants, all of whom were previously dismissed
for failure to effectuate service. (D.I. 37,38, 40).
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Camden, Delaware (the “Property”), through a series of conspiratorial actions
undertaken by the Camden Defendants and the Kent County Defendants, resulting
in a “hostile ‘adverse possession’ situation involving a whole sleuth of
unauthorized occupants (squatters) who found a collective way to misuse the
property.” (Id. at 14). Plaintiff asserts that “their court is in the ‘fraud’ mode for
ajudgment.” (Id. at15). In addition to the Hate Crime Statutes, Plaintiff
appears to claim a violation of the civil Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organizations Act (“RICO”), violation of various Delaware criminal statutes, and
violation of her rights under the First, Fourth, Ninth and Fourteenth Amendments.
With regard to the Law Firm Defendant, Plaintiff alleges that she hired the Firm to
prevent the fraudulent sale of the Property, and that the Firm “misrepresented
themselves and, committed a fraudulent act.” (Id. at 7). For relief, Plaintiff
seeks $20 million in damages and the return of the Property to her.

The Camden Defendants, the Kent County Defendants, and the Law Firm
Defendant each move to dismiss the Complaint, all arguing that Plaintiff has not,
and cannot, state a claim against them. (D.I. 21, 25, 29). Plaintiff responded
only to the Camden Defendants’ motion to dismiss, arguing that her claims have
merit. (D.L. 28). Plaintiff has also filed a letter request for replevin, seeking the

return of the Property. (D.I. 42).





















